SENATE RECORD VOTE ANALYSIS
104th Congress September 11, 1996, 4:18 pm
2nd Session Vote No. 284 Page S-10278 Temp. Record

TREASURY APPROPRIATIONS/Federal Employee Abortion Fringe Benefit

SUBJECT: Treasury, Postal Service, and General Government Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1997 . . . H.R. 3756.
DeWine/Nickles motion to table the committee amendment beginning on page 80, line 20.

ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 53-45

SYNOPSIS: As reported, H.R. 3756, the Treasury, Postal Service, and General Government Appropriations Bill for fis

year 1997, will provide $23.5 billion in new budget authority (BA) for the Department of the Treasury, Post:
Service, Executive Office of the President, and various independent agencies. This amount is $324 million more than the ar
provided in FY 1996, $175 million more than the amount provided in the House-passed bill, and $1.36 billion less than reque
by President Clinton.

The committee amendment beginning on page 80, line,20ould strike a prohibition on using funds from this Act to pay for
abortions as a fringe benefit under Federal Employee Health Benefit (FEHB) insurance policies except when necessary to sa
life of a mother, or when a pregnancy resulted from rape or incest.

Debate was limited by unanimous consent. Following debate, Senator DeWine moved to table the amendment. Generally,
favoring the motion to table opposed the amendment; those opposing the motion to table favored the amendment.

Those favoringthe motion to table contended:

The issue raised by this amendment is very narrowly drawn. We are not debating the Constitution; we are not debatityg the le
of abortion; we are not in any way limiting the current situation which allows for abortion-on-demand, for any reasoage any s
right up until the moment of birth. What we are debating is whether the American taxpayers have to pay for abortiong as a fi
benefit to Federal employees as part of their health insurance policies, and, if so, under what circumstances.

Abortion is not just another medical procedure. Those Senators who describe it thusly are not being constructive. It is the
divisive issue in America this century. On one side, we have those Americans, including ourselves, who view preborn childre

(See other side)
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fully human, though small and defenseless, with an inalienable right to life that cannot be morally or logically denied. &t kno

from the moment of conception, the unique genetic blueprint of each individual is set. We know that the heartbeat candoke monito
starting 21 days after conception; we know that brain waves can be measured by 40 days. As a matter not of faith, myt of opinio
but of medical fact, we know that each person's life begins at conception. For us, a preborn baby is a baby, not atehoiteron t
side, we have those Americans who argue that humanity is not reached until a certain level of development, however imprecisely
defined, is reached. Those Americans believe that it should be left to each woman to determine for herself at whagpotet the ri

life begins. At the same time, though, the fact that ardently pro-choice groups such as Planned Parenthood say thdidghenwant a

to be "safe, legal, and rare" shows that even they understand that abortion is not just another medical procedure--tredmotiona
spiritual consequences of ending a life, even if one does not accept that the life is sufficiently developed to be diveonabnsti
protection, are often severe. The starting point of this debate, therefore, should not be from the false premise theingahoaita

just another medical operation.

Given the unique nature of this operation, the question before the Senate is whether it should be funded by the Federal
Government as though it were any other legal operation. In poll after poll for the past 2 decades the overwhelming majority of
Americans have said no. In last Congress' debate on socializing health care, for example, three-fourths of all Amehatihegaid t
did not think abortion coverage should be included as part of any national health care plan. Americans, whether prbdite, pro-c
or somewhere in between have too many reservations themselves, and have too much respect for the views of those who oppose
abortion, to support public funding of it. The controlling court case for this amendment is not Roe v. Wade, which diseovered t
right to an abortion written between the lines of the Constitution, but Harris v. McRae (1990), which held that the Federal
Government does not have to fund abortion. The Supreme Court has legalized abortion, but it has also said it cannot find any
statements between the lines of the Constitution that say that American taxpayers or anyone else has to subsidize it.

Some insurance companies pay for abortions; others do not. Private employers who offer health insurance have the choice of
picking or designing plans with or without such coverage. We asked both Planned Parenthood and the Congressional Research
Service for an estimate of the percentage of plans that provided abortion coverage, and both replied that an accuraaldstimate
not be given. However, the point is that Americans have a choice as to whether they belong to a plan that pays for hbgrtions. T
do not have a choice as to whether they pay taxes. From 1984 to 1993 the Federal Government, as the Nation's largest employer,
had as its official policy that it would not pay for abortion as a fringe benefit. As an employer it clearly has the fighotdm
refuse to offer abortion coverage. The Federal Government pays an average of 72 percent of the health care premiums of its
employees. That 72 percent, of course, is not money that the Federal Government collects out of thin air--it is mooégdteat is c
in taxes from Americans, three-quarters of whom do not want to see it spent on paying for abortions. Therefore, the Federal
Government's refusal to subsidize abortion from 1984-1993 was a policy that most Americans favored.

In 1993 President Clinton pushed a change in that policy through Congress. For 2 years, people who were unalterably opposed
to abortion were forced to pay for an estimated 17,000 abortions each year for any reason. Last year, Congress restgred the pol
that the American people favor, but now some Senators want to reinstate President Clinton's policy. A vote to tablénatill stop t
effort. The narrow question before us is will those Americans who stand in defense of life be forced to pay for its dedthuction
their taxes. We do not believe that they should, and thus strongly support the motion to table.

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

Abortion is a legal medical procedure. More than twenty years ago, the Supreme Court announced that the Constitution guarantees
a woman the right to choose. Some of our colleagues have not yet accepted that decision. They are determined to roitback the ¢
on women's rights by gradually gutting, watering down, and stripping away the right to procure an abortion. The Housm included
this bill a provision that will significantly harm the right of 1.2 million Federal employees to choose. That provisiombidll fo
Federal employee health benefit plans from offering abortion services coverage. The committee amendment which we are debating
will strike this House provision. Federal health insurance is not something that is given--it is earned. If a woman cékaltises a h
care plan that pays for abortions, she is choosing that plan with her money, not the Federal Government's. She is cplawsing that
in the same way that women in the private sector are able to choose health care plans. Though estimates vary, roughtf two-third
health insurance plans now offer abortion coverage. Most private-sector employees thus have the option of choosing abortion
coverage as a health insurance benefit. If this amendment is not agreed to, then Federal employees will either have to purchase
additional abortion coverage on their own or will have to pay for their abortions out of their own pockets. The averageaiortio
of $250 is not a minor cost for all Federal employees. Many single women who are employed by the Federal Government are near
the poverty level. Further, some abortions are more expensive--if there are medical complications, or if the womandsnd her se
or third trimester, the costs are much higher. This issue is a personal issue on which the government should not lagigtate. We
our colleagues not to table the committee amendment.



